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D^ar Secretary Bo&mm; 

As yoM know p the Committee included a provision la to Energy aM Water Development 
Apprapiatim bill for fesl year 2004 7 mdmm^eq}^tfisc^y^^ i maM^s^^s 

Lateffatoy^ UimaK^Batfeelay Natioiiai lab^toy, liwraaee liYWtobm Natioxaal JLalxwatairy, 

Ixks Al&mm National Lsbossfeniy; I am very disa$igi&Kifetf wife the mutta of tSaeecnteactf 
c^mpetitiofig thstf the Department has conducted to date. TheBedcekyasad Argcmmcmmam 
hMmtmspet^te&ilm. WMSe I hope thst the ccHa^setialve process ibas yielded 
eSBcieades and sragsmvcaBcsiis that will teserit the fedsral rs&p&jw., iiftose etaigss will fee 
sBodest at best How&ver, f do have some confidajsce ffcat the OMce of Science coadtsjefed lair 
competitions to tiiaee Ifl&oratay contracts, md will do tire same ibr the upcoming Ames 
Laboratory competition. With feofili Berkeley aad Ames laboratories being an integral part of 
wmracsity vmnpuses, it is mt srajpriaqg tbot other entitles are celnctrat to bid against tfae 
BBcumb^ES university cosatiactors. 

I more disturbed by ttw process ito ws& sused to coir&^ete the tos Alamos contact. 
Gam&jd, there war© two viable competitors for Shst con&a£&, am! the bctunbent Uiiivea&ity of 
Gafiftmia wm motivated to team with atber pannera. Jtowever, other potential competitors for 

Los Alamos cornet ware discouraged from bidder becaasse of the psrcqrtjoa that the 
Departed! was deterniined to swsid the coa&rac* to the incssmbmiL Potential competes 
believed to the Department stnsc^red tbe Request fpr Proposals &r Lag Mmuos to favor the 
iacuanbsot coatemr @ih£ iiinit fee stances of my other cojipstitcr winning tte contract. Tte 
js^ceptaDEi proved to be correct- 



f 



Unfor&iiiaiely^ fltat same perception is now pawaleot in the contractor oommimsty with 
regards to the pending oompstitioQ Ibr the Lawrawe Livermore Nzrtkmal JLafeorafeory* I have had 
potential competitors inform me that their companies will not invest the time, effort, and expense 
to prepare a proposal for the livenaore contract bccaiise they believe that the Department is 
<determincd to award the livetmore contract to the University of C^ll&inais. Unlike the Berkeley 
and Ames laboratories, Lawrence livemmre is not directly connected to a nsivereity campus, 
and there is no good reason that die Department should not be able to attract mnMpie qWiff ed 
bidders on the livssmor© eootrarL 

In mandating competition, it was the intent of Congress to attract She widest possible 
gjxs^of taercstcdMddeTstobri^^ 

mission* Un&>rtaaate3y r die Department of Energy's national laboratories are not viewed a 
cosopetitiv&nisrkelptace but as a playground ferpofitical patronage. The Department of Energy 
has resided moving in tho direction of fair and open cocapefitive processes, UEformastciy, the 
Department has assisted on using the flawed Los Alamos co^nperi&m as a model for €h® 
ODBBpetstiofl ira- the liveffgaore coflftactg wMcfa telegraphed to the contractor community Hist 
innovative tdess and concepts would not be favorably received. 

The DOE has insplemeated these historic laboratory ccmspetinons in s xrisrni&r fthsft 
rnfnmi i7fsp foe opportunities for real troafonnatiqrj of foe DOB laboratory complex. If the 
DfipartsKiHit is unable to develop a Request for Proposal for the Liverawra competition that is 
written to eiisuring the most competitive process p ossible for the proctnement, then Congress 
wtff h£t%$o Kegmlaie s delay in the contract competition tcs give file DOE more rime to structure 
She corcspetfMon to be completely fMr asid open, with a priority piit on attracting the widest 
pos^^ ^Tk^pfhsi^&^d tiiijafe^. Wejdeed afsrcH^^^p^pcfia that fbsfcra greater 




Chairman, Energy and Wa*er Development 
Appropriations Subcommittee 



